Message

From: Janet Cornish [janet@cdsofmontana.com]
Sent: 2/13/2013 3:45:19 PM
To: Cord Harris [Cord.Harris@bp.com]; Dan Powers [dpowers@hsb.mt.gov]; Dan Strausbaugh

[Strausbaugh.DanLNDU®@usepa.onmicrosoft.com]; Dina Johnson [DLIohnson@environcorp.com]; helen.joyce@mse-
ta.com; Janet Cornish [janet@ cdsofmontana.com]; jcornish@pioneer-technical.com; Joe Griffin [jgriffin@mt.gov];
john.pullman@mercurystmed.com; kganesan@mtech.eduy; lidewitt@mt.gov; mbenedict@mtech.edu; Greene, Nikia
[Greene.Nikia@epa.gov]; rrossi@mtech.edu; Rosalind Schoof [rschoof@environcorp.com]; Sparks, Sara
[sparks.sara@epa.gov]; Shannon.holland@sjh-mt.org [Shannon.holland@sjh-mt.org]; scoe@mt.gov; Susan Griffin
[Griffin.SusanLNDU®@usepa.onmicrosoft.com]; Terri Hocking [thocking@bsb.mt.gov]

Subject: forwarded from Dan Powers

and one more:

Janet

From: John Ray [mailto:bodinman2003@yahoo.com]

Sent: Wednesday, February 13, 2013 7:22 AM

To: Powers, Dan; Nikia Greene; Julie Dal Soglio; Joe vranka; faulk.libby@epa.gov;
Gaydosh.Mike@epamail.epa.gov; darling.corbin@epa.gov; Joe Griffin; Lisa De wWitt; Larry Scusa; John Ray;
Sara Sparks

Ccc: Pamela ( Tester) Haxby- Cote; Erik ( Tester) Nylund; Kim_Krueger@baucus.senate.gov;
amanda@curtisforbutte.com; d.keane

Subject: Fw: FINAL PROCESS AND EJ COMMENTS--BUTTE HEALTH STUDY WORK PLAN

I would Tlike to submit the following as my concluding "public comment™ on the proposed Health stud work
plan. It focuses on community involvement, environmental justice and process.
Dr. John W. Ray

Additicnal Public Comment—Health Study work Plan
Submitted by:

Dr. John wW. Ray

As the public comment period on the Health Study work Plan comes to a close, I would Tike te offer the
following process comments:

I don’t need to repeat the details of EPA’s written commitment, in terms of policy and procedure, to
“meaningful public involvement” and to promoting environmental justice.

we will see if the EPA’s reaction to the comments received is congruent with the agency’s written
commitment to promote efficacious public involvement and to promote environmental justice. If the public
comments simply get “blown-off” and become only the subject of a perfunctory responsiveness summary,
Butte citizens will see once again that the EPA only pays “lip-service” to meaningful public involvement
in Superfund decision-making and to environmental justice.

Butte citizens are not happy with the whole Health Study process.
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1. From its inception the Health Study process has been problematic. It appears that the Health Study
process that we are going through at the present was necessitated because the EPA did not like the
results of Stacie Barry’s study which showed that Superfund had serious problems in Butte. In all my
years of involvement in Superfund, I have never seen such a “hatchet job” done on a study and the author
of that study.

2. The process has been marked by secrecy. The public has had to constantly demand infermation about what
was going on. Grudgingly, the EPA has released tidbits of information. How can the public participate in
Superfund decision-making if it does not know what is happening? It took me countless emails just to find
out, for example, who was on the Health Study advisory board and when it was meeting and what were the
results of those meetings.

3. Although central Butte has a disproportionate number of Tow income citizens, environmental justice
concerns have been ignored. Look to the work plan and you will see environmental justice 1is ignored. In
this area I fault not only the Montana Office of EPA but Region 8’s office in Denver which has an
environmental justice staff. I was shocked to find that Region 8, unlike most EPA regions, does not even
have an environmental justice action plan.

4. Butte citizens question the independence and validity of the study. It is the old story of the EPA
evaluating itself and finding that it has done a good job. This Health Study has no credibility in the
community. The EPA publicly Tlaments a lack of citizen participation. why should citizens participate when
their comments have no efficacy? why should citizens participate when they are criticized for
participating? Time and again I have been told by members of the public that participation in Superfund
is a total waste of time and effort. Perhaps it is time for Region 8 to become more involved. The above
was not always the case. Years back the EPA in Montana was much more open to public input. Today, it is a
defensive, hunker down agency. At a minimum, the Montana Office should have a public meeting and respond
publicly to the comments it has received in addition to putting out a responsiveness summary. The whole
Health study design and execution should be subject to independent peer review.

will things change? we will see. We will see how seriously EPA takes the comments it receives. we will
see if the EPA responds in a substantive manner to the comments it receives. we will see if the EPA makes
changes in the Health Study work Plan to respond to citizen input. we will see if EPA takes seriously its
commitment to meaningful public involvement and envirenmental justice.

I am not eptimistic. It is hard to hold an agency publicly accountable. We can’t vote agency perscnnel
out of office. I suspect all we will get is some perfunctory response to citizen input. Hopefully, I will
be proved wrong.
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